Summaries of item properties for the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ) are reported, based upon the responses of 99 male and 92 female undergraduate psychology students. Means, standard deviations, and internal consistencies were comparable to those already published, with the exception of lower reliabilities for the P and L scales. A high incidence of extreme p values and correlation with social desirability was noted for the P scale. Item factor analyses at both the first-and third-order levels did not replicate the four-factor structure claimed by Eysenck; at best, four components accounted for approximately 30% Howarth (1976) found the claims for both E and N scales to be somewhat exaggerated, with the E scale being more poorly structured than the N scale.
.
It is the purpose of this paper to report on some basic item properties of the EPQ for Canadian university students and to evaluate critically the structural properties of the EPQ scales.
This latter effort may be seen as both an exten-, sion and replication of Howarth's (1976) Note: M indicates males, F, females.
----A = Mean item-total correlation for keyed scale. B = Mean item-total correlation for irrelevant scale.
Downloaded from the Digital Conservancy at the University of Minnesota, http://purl.umn.edu/93227. May be reproduced with no cost by students and faculty for academic use. Non-academic reproduction requires payment of royalties through the Copyright Clearance Center, http://www.copyright.com/ Table 2 Frequency of extreme p-values mately .5 of the normative values for the [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] [27] [28] [29] year age group in the manual and of those reported by Loo (1979) . Internal consistencies of the E and N scales are close to values of the normative group, but both L and P scales showed lower internal consistency. The drop for the P scale was particularly sharp, dropping to .45 for females. This may be attributable to the fact that the P scale is the newest and least developed EPQ scale. (The substantially lower reliability of P has also been noted by Loo, 1979.) (Berg, 1967; Edwards, 1970; Rogers, 1971 ). An earlier study by Farley (1966) (Kaiser, 1958) and Promax (Hendrikson & White, 1964) rotations. A Procrustes rotation (Schoneman, 1966) to the EPQ scoring key was also carried out. The second method was essentially the same as that used by Howarth (1976) . In fairness to Eysenck, it must be emphasized that P, E, and N are claimed to exist as &dquo;superfactors&dquo; (Eysenck, 1978) Loo (1979) . The differences between these results and those of Loo may, in part, be attributable to the smaller sample in this case, with a resulting lower degree of stability. However, the major factors should be strong and should appear despite the relatively small number of subjects.
Second-Order Analysis
The correlation matrix of the 31 Promax-rotated components ( None of the interpretable first-order components loaded on S1.
S2. 35, 69, ability. Tl. Salients Sl and S8. Items -11, -34, -84, and -88 on both rotations. 10, 13, 26, 32, 36, 56, 64, 
Orthogonality of Scales
Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) state the four EPQ scales are meant to be mutually independent. Table 7 presents both the correlations among the third-order components (upper triangle) and among the sets of scale scores (lower triangle). The significant negative correlation of the E and N scales is larger than those reported in the manual (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975, Table 6 ), as is the significant correlation between the L and E scales. A significant correlation between the L and P scales, as reported in the manual, was not found. These differences may reflect differences between Canadian and British respondents. In general, the claim of orthogonality of the four scales is supported.
Difficulty Factors
Factor analyses of binary response items frequently raise the accusation of difficulty factors. Gorsuch's example (1974, p. (Helmes, Reed, & Jackson, 1977) .
The P scale is also heavily affected by social desirability at the item level (Table 3) . This may be inherent in the definition of Psychoticism as an undesirable characteristic, but assessment of undesirable traits independent of their desirability should be possible (Jackson, 1970) . As one example, the N scale correlated even more highly with desirability than did the P scale, although P is presumably more undesirable than N. In any case in which there is a substantial relationship between a scale and social desirability, the interpretation of scores on that scale becomes subject to the confounded effect of social desirability. This makes the construct in question effectively useless. This is true of both N and P scales of the EPQ. On the item component analyses level, the different methods of analysis gave somewhat equivocal results. Analysis of first-order components showed that in all rotations used, a majority of the EPQ items had their highest loading on their own scale. The P scale was consistently the poorest in this regard; and the N scale, the best.
However, if more components were extracted and rotated, the three-factor structure claimed for the EPQ (P, E, and N) fell apart and did not reappear at either second-or third-order levels. At the third-order level, there was an indication of factors similar to N, E, and L; but the number of salient items was low, and the evidence weak.
This implies that to some extent, the item structure that has been stated to exist for the EPQ is, instead, being imposed upon it and is not reveling itself in Eysenck's analyses.
There is also a secondary issue with regard to analytic procedures. The factor analytic procedures used in the development of the EPQ are described by Eysenck and Eysenck (1976) . For the most part, they involved the Promax rotation of three first-order components. Third-order components were also extracted and compared to the first-order components, and coefficients of similarity were calculated in excess of .9. Eysenck and Eysenck (1976) claimed that the two procedures give highly similar results for their data. Cattell (1966) 
